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As university curricula adapt themselves to changing social conditions, they find 
they must take into account the forces of globalisation. Reporting on one of the 
case studies from QUT’s “internationalizing the curriculum” project, this paper 
explores what it is to teach a language to a cohort of students which is already 
internationalized to some extent, and which will work in an internationalized 
context. While intercultural competence and awareness are often cited as by-
products or even goals of language programmes, the inclusion of the 
demonstration of such competences in assessment design is often under-
explored. This paper will present some proposed solutions for linking the unit 
objective of training in intercultural competence to assessment tools consistent 
both with models of (inter)cultural skills and with the principles of criterion 
referenced assessment. 
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When internationalization meets assessment 
 
 
Introduction: Internationalization and its implementation 
 
 
“Internationalization” has been taken up as a catch cry of university education in 
Australia in the early 21st century. For many years synonymous with efforts to increase 
numbers of full fee paying international students, “internationalization” has latterly 
recovered the sense of providing a broader range of cultural experiences for domestic 
students. The mantle of “internationalization” now covers a range of initiatives, and 
there is no reason why it should be reduced to one singular thrust or set of activities. 
The present paper derives from participation in a QUT cross-faculty project, 
“Internationalizing the curriculum”. By way of orientation to the enterprise, the project 
working party suggested possible strategies for achieving successful emphasis on 
internationalization in units and courses: in broad terms, these included making 
modifications to teaching practice, resources and learning activities. As suggested by 
the University of Tasmania, whose internationalization model was taken as a template 
by QUT, in practice this may entail such moves as including international perspectives 
and case studies; opening up to other cultures; integrating texts from other cultures, 
and ensuring the integration of students from “other” backgrounds into classes 
(University of Tasmania, 2004).  
 
Listed amongst the proposed, if optional, learning activities, was the acquisition of a 
language other than English and so it was as teachers of French that we wanted to 
participate in this project and thereby achieve three outcomes. Firstly, we sought to 
ensure that language learning, for us already inherently international, had a solid place 
in QUT’s discourse about internationalization. This is not to say that the alignment of 
language teaching with internationalization is unproblematic. Therefore, secondly, we 
felt it timely to reflect critically on our teaching and learning practices with a view to 
modifying them to ensure that administrators, educators and students alike were more 
clearly aware of the capabilities for work in international and multicultural contexts that 
language learning can provide. Thirdly, we needed to do the spade-work of cultivating 
internationalization within our classroom practices and – and here we reach the focus 
of this paper – embedding it in our assessment regime.  
 
Some prefatory remarks are necessary concerning our first and second goals, 
specifically the relationship between language teaching and internationalization in 
general and our case study unit and internationalization in particular, before returning 
to the third goal, which provides the meat of this paper. That is, while elsewhere the 
authors are interested in broader questions of policy and unit design (Hanna & Toohey, 
2005), here our focus is the fine detail of the roll out of internationalization: we ask what 
impact the inclusion of “internationalization” amongst unit objectives can have on that 
unit’s assessment regime, an assessment regime simultaneously moving to a criterion 
referenced model. The specific context which will be discussed is a post-matriculation 
level French unit at Queensland University of Technology. Although we present local 
solutions, we believe that the principles are transferable to other units and teaching 
contexts. 
 
 
Language learning and internationalization 
 
 
Language learning is in the privileged position of having the potential to encourage the 
simultaneous development of two skill sets critical for international communication with 
speakers of other languages: linguistic capabilities and intercultural communication 
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expertise. Cowley and Hanna (2005) characterize as “disastrous” the choice of one of 
these options to the exclusion of the other. 
 
[H]ow can one choose between the linguistically competent but culturally 
inappropriate person and s/he who, sensitive to cultural difference, correctly 
interprets interlocutors’ behaviour but, in the absence of a common language, is 
completely unable to dialogue with them? (2005: 14-15) 
 
We hold that the intercultural communication skills acquired in a language classroom 
are more sustainable or durable than the facts and generalizations about behaviours of 
members of specific language groups which may be the feature of generalist 
intercultural or cross-cultural communication training delivered in the medium of 
English. However, to avoid the first of Cowley and Hanna’s alternatives, we believe that 
our responsibility as language teachers includes helping students develop the 
necessary strategies and skills for intercultural interaction in the community of the 
target language.  
 
The internationalizing the curriculum project, therefore, was the vehicle through which 
we could explore how students of French 3 were developing the necessary cultural 
knowledge, intercultural communication competencies and linguistic skills to negotiate 
the global francophone community, which as we shall see later, extends right into the 
campuses of QUT. 
 
 
The case study: teaching and learning approaches, the composition of the 
student cohort and the place of internationalization 
 
 
Our objective was to rework an existing unit, while teaching it, rather than to create a 
new one. Because teaching approaches and assessment, the focus of the current 
paper, are so closely entwined, we need to present the methodology and structure of 
the unit. The pedagogical approach is based on creating opportunities for students to 
practise the production of artefacts, or texts. This is done by setting up a semester-long 
project wherein students are asked to find and interview a French speaking person. 
This constraint, although artificially created, produces a context allowing students to: 
 
• Write a letter explaining plans for the completion of the project (first half of 
semester) 
• Prepare a report recounting the progress of the project to date (second half 
of the semester) 
• Record an interview with their French speaker 
• Deliver a final oral presentation to peers and lecturers regarding the 
interview project as a whole, covering topics such as: a brief portrait of the 
interviewee, reflections on where and how the interview was conducted as 
well as the cultural facts or differences students discovered through the 
course of the project. (These may be observations offered by the French 
speaker, and/or students’ experiences of conducting an interview in 
French.)  
 
Other assessment tasks for the semester are a role play and reading and listening 
comprehension tests. 
 
This semester project already involved a consideration of cross-cultural communication, 
and internationalization, since the availability of interviewees depended on movement 
of populations and resultant intercultural contact. Nonetheless, 2005 was significant in 
that for the first time there were no interviews with students’ former French teachers, 
and a significant number of interviewees were French speakers easily sourced from 
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other classes at QUT: the effects of increased internationalization of education were 
evident in new opportunities available for students. By the end of semester, the project 
requires students to reflect on their practice as new members of the international 
French speaking community: effectively, students are required to perform as cultural 
mediators in culturally appropriate ways. 
 
Internationalization is also seen is the cultural mix of students typically present in the 
unit: Australian, Chinese, Colombian, Norwegian, they were experiencing globalisation 
on a weekly basis in their classes. And this mixity, we discovered, was for many typical 
of their experience as students in Brisbane: we take away from this year’s course one 
student’s description of her social life: Je suis souvent l’unique Australienne. (I am 
often the only Australian). Therefore, we had to assume a certain level of intercultural 
experience and possible competence on the part of many of our students. Even setting 
aside issues of inclusiveness, it would have been self-defeating on our part not to have 
exploited this richness and to have made the course purely about French-Australian 
contact. 
 
How could we equip our students, in French class, for dealing with inevitable moments 
of cultural contact? In teaching (for) the production of texts, we were of course already 
teaching cultural performance: textual genres can be considered as kinds of cultural 
practices. If a student works with examples of letters from the target culture, and then 
produces a letter corresponding to the conventions of that culture, s/he is already 
participating in that culture in some way. However, in “internationalizing” the unit we 
would have to design assessment tasks which would also require students to 
demonstrate intercultural competencies. 
 
With this as the context, our unit was ripe for “internationalization,” or perhaps 
“internationalization” was ripening within our unit, ready to be drawn out and added to 
as the course came to be more about intercultural than cultural performance. At the 
same time, the genre-based teaching approach prepared us for amplifying our 
criterion-based assessment in a move to a criterion-referenced model.  
 
 
Aims, objectives and assessment 
 
 
How could we shift the focus of our unit to a more intercultural view? And how then 
could we assess intercultural abilities? Our project included a review of the teaching 
and evaluation of intercultural competence in language courses, with particular 
reference to how these approaches might assist us in establishing useful assessment 
practices. A vast body of literature bears testament to the way in which for many 
practitioners language teaching has become a matter of cultural, and intercultural, 
competence. Particularly influential in this development have been Michael Byram, 
Geneviève Zarate and Claire Kramsch. Rejecting as the objective of language learning 
the production of ersatz native speakers, Byram writes: 
 
We have […] introduced the concept of the ‘intercultural speaker’ someone who 
has an ability to interact with ‘others’, to accept other perspectives and perceptions 
of the world, to mediate between different perspectives to be conscious of their 
evaluations of difference (Byram and Zarate, 1997; see also Kramsch, 1998). 
Where the otherness which learners meet is that of a society with a different 
language, they clearly need both linguistic competence and intercultural 
competence. (Byram et al 2001: 5) 
 
This intercultural agenda has been taken up in the teaching of languages in Australia, 
with the National Languages and Literacy Institute of Australia publishing, for example, 
Lo Bianco et al’s Striving for the Third Place: Intercultural competence through 
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Language Education (our emphasis). The recently released National Statement for 
Languages Education in Australian Schools proclaims: 
 
Our learners are the future of our nation. Developing in them language skills and 
inter-cultural understanding is an investment in our national capability and a 
valuable resource. (National Statement for Languages Education in Australian 
Schools 2005?:2, our emphasis). 
 
(For more on intercultural language teaching from an Australian point of view, see 
Liddicoat & McLaughlin (2005: 5)). 
 
While so much has been done on integrating cultural awareness and intercultural 
competence into learning activities there seems to have been less work on the issue of 
assessment. For example, Kohler, who studied curriculum documents from Australian 
educational authorities, remarks that “in relation to assessment of culture learning, 
there is a notable silence” (2005:16). A problem, we posit, is that much of the rhetoric 
around intercultural competence, and indeed internationalization, refers to (laudable) 
goals of attitudinal change and it is rather unclear how these could be assessed. 
Internationalization, it is claimed, will produce openness, tolerance and understanding 
(see for example NSLEA quoted above). These qualities may all have value but how 
can students demonstrate them and furthermore, how can they be assessed in 
consistent and valid ways? (On this point, see also Cowley & Hanna, 2005). There is 
frequently an unfortunate lack of coincidence between aims, objectives and testing 
instruments.  
 
This problem emerges clearly in one article which does deal with assessment, Duffy 
and Mayes’ discussion of a Cultural Studies for Advanced Learners project with English 
secondary students of French. They rightly point to the mismatch between the stated 
aims of the Advanced French syllabus, which refer to culture, and the assessment 
objectives which are almost without exception linguistic (see Duffy & Mayes 2001:94–
95). However, having chosen as their own cultural objective “identification” Duffy and 
Mayes propose to assess “empathy”. Hence their marking schema for evaluating a 
written exercise in which English students adopt the role of English au pair in France or 
French au pair in England allocates 50% to linguistic skills and 50% to “cultural learning 
and imagination” (2001:102). For a project on regional identity in Brittany 
 
[t]he intercultural dimension was assessed on the basis of the individual’s ability to 
identify with different expressions of regional identity in a French context, showing 
both knowledge and empathy. (2001:106).  
 
Again, we might wonder at how assessors accessed empathy, or less unkindly, the 
kinds of performances in which empathy could be reliably, fairly and consistently 
instantiated and observed. 
 
Reliability, fairness and consistency are terms invoked in favour of criterion referenced 
assessment (CRA), and this was the regime with which we were working when taking 
up the challenge to make our testing instruments link directly to unit objectives (such as 
“increased intercultural competence”). We were already convinced of the merits of 
criteria based assessment: criteria, in some form or other, had been a feature of 
French 3 for several years. Was our faith well founded? And how could we optimize the 
application of CRA across all assessment items? It was salutary to consider a recent 
critical study by Scarino of the use of “criteria and standards in the process of teacher 
judgement of student performance” (2005: 8). Scarino’s work apparently indicates that 
rather than providing transparency regarding the links between objectives and 
assessment requirements, the application of criteria to student work can only ever be 
individual assessors’ subjective interpretations of the extent to which the desired 
elements of performance are present. Once again the prized attributes of assessment 
practice, reliability and fairness, seemed illusory. 
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But a detailed reading of Scarino’s study points to a missing link and therefore to a 
possible addition to the use of criteria in assessment, one which might transform 
“subjectivity” into “shared understanding” and leave the reliability and fairness of CRA 
unimpeached. Scarino’s case study centred on criteria set up by the Senior Secondary 
Assessment Board of South Australia for the Chinese Curriculum, exploring how these 
were applied by two teachers to examples of student writing in Chinese at year 12. We 
hold that the (understandably concerning) divergent application of the criteria by the 
teachers could be attributed to two factors: (a) the lack of any descriptors of levels of 
performance, ranging from the exemplary to the unacceptable, and (b) the fact that the 
genre of the assessment instrument, an article for the Chinese community press in 
Australia, appears not to have been explicitly taught. Together, the two points suggest 
that had the presentation and analysis of the genre along with varying descriptions of 
acceptable production been available, teachers and students alike would more likely 
have developed a shared understanding of the gradations of acceptable performance 
of the target genre. Further, reliability and fairness could have been better assured as 
assessors’ expectations would have been clearly set out and understood by students. 
 
Let us take the principles illustrated in our critique of Duffy and Mayes and of Scarino 
and apply them to our own context. It is clear that the creation of instruments which 
assess intercultural communication needs to follow certain steps. Firstly, effective 
course design requires us to analyse the texts we ask students to produce, as well as 
the accompanying intercultural communication strategies which would allow these texts 
to be used for successful cultural mediation. This leads to clarity in the description of 
student production which then allows us to set out the criteria against which students’ 
work can be assessed 1 . Finally, we must describe a range of acceptable and 
unacceptable levels of linguistic and intercultural performance so that students can 
develop a clear understanding of how the criteria will be applied.  
 
An additional advantage of this assessment design process is that, in practice, the 
criteria take on a teaching as well as a testing role: they prepare students for future 
learning and generically appropriate performance by indicating ways in which texts may 
be unpacked, analysed and intelligently emulated. We take the report writing 
assessment task as an example of the elicitation of criteria through class discussion. At 
the point in semester at which the report was prepared, students were experienced in 
identifying generic features. A class activity asked students to consider sample texts. 
They produced the list of features they expected to find in the description of optimal 
performance with respect to the criterion of generic appropriateness, as well as the 
linguistic features which needed to be reused to treat the report genre adequately. 
Thus criteria were seen to proceed from successful cultural performance rather than 
being an unrelated institutional imposition.  
 
Furthermore, we endeavoured to teach the application of criteria to texts in order to 
encourage self-monitoring and to show the relevance of decisions about acceptable 
and unacceptable performance. A useful sample performance was provided by 
L’Auberge espagnole (Klapisch, 2003) – a film whose central theme is the 
internationalization of the student experience - in the form of a telephone conversation 
between English flatmate, Wendy, and the French hero’s mother. To facilitate life in the 
multi-lingual community of their Barcelona student apartment, each flatmate has 
contributed a short “not at home” message in her/his own language to a chart taped to 
the wall beside the telephone. Wendy, answering a call from Paris, applies to the 
reading of the French message the “sound-it-out-as-if-it-were-English” technique also 
favoured by various of our students: her pronunciation of all final consonants 
“demonstrates a weak understanding of the phonetic system of French,” to quote a 
                                                 
1 These principles of sound course design are well established and have been enunciated by 
several authors including, for example, Delahaye and Smith (1998).  
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criteria sheet. Xavier’s mother’s reaction makes it clear that this performance is 
“frequently” - indeed totally – “incomprehensible” (again, we quote a criteria sheet). 
Furthermore, Wendy’s repertoire of techniques for remedying the breakdown of 
intercultural communication – speaking loudly at greater volume and retreating to 
English – are shown to be entirely inadequate. Asked to rate Wendy’s performance 
against the criteria sheet for the interview, students unhesitatingly failed her on the 
relevant criteria. Not only then do students develop their ability to judge the 
acceptability of intercultural performance, but, once more, the criteria are shown to 
have a justification outside the unit. 
 
 
Assessment instruments for HHB063, French 3 
 
 
Criterion-referenced assessment and the development of performance descriptors 
allowed us as teachers to define our expectations of successful and unsuccessful 
productions in order to develop a shared understanding with students. In the section 
below we present some of the choices and changes made in assessment design so as 
to incorporate and test intercultural communication. As will be seen, in order to 
demonstrate intercultural competence, students were now expected to demonstrate 
competencies such as: 
• negotiating understanding and misunderstanding  
• demonstrating awareness of cultural practices  
• revealing and describing the cultural practices of the learner’s own culture  
• adopting generic convention of the target culture, where useful 
• explaining the unknown by the known 
• challenging assumptions and generalisations, in culturally appropriate ways 
 
 
Role play (mid-semester) 
 
 
The mid-semester oral takes the form of a role play. Groups of two to three students 
have fifteen minutes to prepare their presentation of a set topic. The place of the role 
play in the arc of the semester project is to encourage development of abilities in 
spontaneous conversation, such as relaunching discussion and negotiating 
comprehension, which will be crucial to success in the interview itself. 
 
In 2004, the topic of the role play was:  
 
•  “A” is a French speaker who arrived in Brisbane at the beginning of the academic year to 
study at QUT. 
• “B” and “C” are two QUT students of French, who have just moved into the house next 
door to “A.” 
 
Everyone meets for the first time. 
“A” wants to know how to fit into life in Brisbane. “B” and “C” make some suggestions. 
“B” and “C” want to know how to adapt to life in the local area and how to practise their 
French. “A” makes some suggestions.  
All three talk about their plans for the upcoming long weekend (Anzac Day).  
 
While it stages intercultural communication, the assessment task is not entirely 
satisfactory. The supposition that non-Brisbanites would take on the role of the French 
speaker reinforced their outsider status, and operated on the not very justifiable 
assumptions that there was only one such speaker per group and that s/he was happy 
to, and had the French skills appropriate to, take on the role of the Francophone. It was 
therefore not sufficiently inclusive of our internationalized student population. 
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Furthermore, the “intercultural” dimension could easily be reduced to trading of facts, 
with no necessity for engagement with the issue of different ways of doing things.  
 
This may be compared with the role play for 2005, translated below: 
  
You are two / three flatmates, of different nationalities, who speak French amongst 
themselves. One / two students would like to celebrate an important date in his/her/their 
culture. S/he/They would like to know if it would be possible to organise this celebration at 
your place next weekend. 
 
For example, the occasion could be: 
• A national day 
• An important sporting event (State of Origin/ FA Cup final/ World Cup game) 
• A royal wedding 
• The Eurovision Song Contest 
• A significant birthday (18th, 21st or other) 
• Or you can choose another important date. 
Before agreeing, the other flatmates want to know exactly what the event will involve (time? 
Number of guests? Drinks? Food? Activities? Time frame?) 
 
Here the choice of cultures is open and all students have the opportunity to perform the 
role of cultural mediator. As such, they are required to explain a cultural practice and to 
attend to the seemingly banal or self-evident rules of its organisation (what are 
appropriate 21st birthday gifts?). In deciding on the criteria and the performance 
indicators, we reflected on models of good and bad performance and the presentation 
of cultural practices (examples are given below). The following pages present a 
translation of the criteria sheet. 
 
 
Role play – criteria 
 
 
 2 1,5 1 0,5 - 0 
Pronunciation 
and intonation 
 
2 points 
Your pronunciation demonstrates 
an excellent understanding of the 
phonetic system of French. 
 
You know when to pronounce/not to 
pronounce final consonants, you 
produce liaisons between words 
when necessary and you use 
appropriate intonation to distinguish 
between questions, statements and 
exclamations. 
 
Your pronunciation demonstrates a 
very good understanding of the 
phonetic system of French. 
 
Occasional errors do not impede 
comprehension of your speech. 
Your pronunciation demonstrates a 
reasonable understanding of the 
phonetic system of French. 
 
Errors rarely impede comprehension 
of your speech. 
Your pronunciation demonstrate
weak understanding of the phon
system of French. 
 
Frequent errors often imp
comprehension of your speech. 
example, there is no distinc
between statements and questio
it is difficult to know if you 
talking about the present or 
past. You consistently pronou
final consonants. 
 
Many passages 
incomprehensible.  
 4 3 2   1 - 0 
Reuse and 
variety 
 
4 points 
 
Amongst other things, your oral 
production includes a very wide 
range of functions studied in class, 
such as: future projects, 
instructions, hypotheses, polite 
behaviour, explanation of one’s 
culture to foreigners. 
 
This could imply the use of 
grammatical structures such as: 
future tense; il faut, si + present 
indicative + future, imperatives; si 
+imperfect + conditional and other 
expressions used in the documents 
studied.  
Your treatment of the topic is 
entirely appropriate. 
Amongst other things, your oral 
production includes many functions, 
grammatical structures and 
expressions studied in class. 
 
This allows you to treat the topic in 
an appropriate way. 
Amongst other things, your oral 
production includes some functions, 
expressions and grammatical 
structures studied in class. 
 
This allows you to treat the topic in a 
minimal but adequate way. 
  
Your oral production includes v
few functions, expressions 
grammatical structures studied
class. 
 
This prevents you from treating 
topic in an adequate way. 
 
You speak very little or only 
one or two word utterances. 
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 6 - 5 4 3 2  1 - 0 
Linguistic 
accuracy 
 
6 points 
Your production 
demonstrates an excellent 
understanding of the 
formation of the different 
verb tenses, of agreements 
between nouns and 
adjectives, of word choice, 
of gender of nouns 
(masculine/ feminine), of the 
formation of questions, etc.  
 
 
Your production 
demonstrates a very good 
understanding of the 
formation of the different 
verb tenses, of agreement 
between nouns and 
adjectives, of word choice, 
of the gender of words 
(masculine/ feminine), of the 
formation of questions. 
Your production 
demonstrates a 
satisfactory understanding 
of the formation of the 
different verb tenses, of 
agreement between 
nouns and adjectives, of 
word choice, of the 
gender of words 
(masculine/ feminine), of 
the formation of 
questions. 
Your production 
demonstrates an 
inadequate understanding 
of the formation of the 
different verb tenses, of 
agreement between nouns 
and adjectives, of word 
choice, of the gender of 
words (masculine/ 
feminine), of the formation 
of questions.; etc 
Your production demonstra
a weak understanding of 
formation of the different v
tenses, of agreement betw
nouns and adjectives, of w
choice, of the gender of wo
(masculine/ feminine), of 
formation of questions. 
 1 0,5 - 0 
Adaptation 
 
1 point 
Your performance is logical and responds to the task instructions.  Your performance is reasonably logical and responds in part to the t
instructions. 
 
Your performance is incoherent and doesn’t respond to the t
instructions. 
 2 1 - 0 
Generic 
appropriateness
 
2 points 
Your role play is a good representation of an “authentic” conversation, with 
a beginning, a development and a conclusion. 
 
Your use of terms of address is consistent. 
 
You use communicative strategies and improvisation in order to get the 
conversation restarted when there are misunderstandings or long gaps. 
On the whole your role play works as a conversation. 
 
You have a tendency to use terms of address inconsistently. 
 
You have some difficulties in maintaining the conversation when there 
misunderstandings or long gaps. 
Given our interests, the absence of a criterion “intercultural competence” may surprise. 
Rather than separating intercultural competence out, we wanted to underline the fact 
that there is an intercultural dimension to many, arguably all, aspects of successful 
performance between cultures. Intercultural competencies are plural and diverse and 
manifest themselves in different places in the marking sheet. In taking this approach, 
we align ourselves with those such as Crozet and Liddicoat who emphasize the 
interconnectedness of language and culture and speak of “points of articulation 
between culture and languages” (1999:116, our emphasis). 
 
How may intercultural competence be displayed in this particular assessment item? 
Firstly, the task calls upon students to demonstrate an awareness of cultural practices 
in their own and other cultures. Being aware of your own rules is a step towards 
understanding that behaviour can be dictated culturally, that you also have a culture, 
and that others might not share the same set of rules. An inability to articulate a useful 
set of rules around the chosen cultural practice – or to ask questions about it – could 
result in penalties under “Adaptation” (taking what you’ve learnt and transferring it to a 
new context) or “Reuse” (practising topics presented in class to aid in their acquisition 
and use beyond the classroom).  
 
The successful intercultural communicator is not only aware of non-coincidence 
between her/his own practices and those of other cultures, but learns that what 
appears to be natural may be completely unknown to others. Students must display 
skills learned during the semester for the explanation of their cultural practices, and 
would be rewarded for this under “reuse.” A useful technique is the explanation of the 
unknown via the known. Students had studied the strategy in an extract from a website 
in which a French tourist presents his Australian holiday experiences (Larapidie, 2001). 
Here we see that barramundi may be rendered accessible to a French audience by 
being presented as a tuna-like fish; while the meat pie is in form a kind of covered 
quiche, albeit one containing intriguing ingredients of unknown provenance. The same 
technique is used by the main protagonist of L’Auberge espagnole (Klapisch, 2003): 
the gratin dauphinois served to his multi-cultural flatmates is like a tortilla, if eggless. 
 
Despite the value of bluffing, to explain the unknown by the known one needs 
knowledge of the target culture in order to make appropriate references. A discussion 
of 21st birthday celebrations which presumes recognition of that birthday as significant 
for a French interlocutor will founder, and students who had forgotten that were 
penalized under “adaptation,” as the logic of their conversation suffered. Similarly, 
confusion about rugby codes, their prevalence and team size also incurred penalty. If 
students attempted factual statements, particularly if that material had been presented 
in class, those statements had to be correct.  
 
 
Interview 
 
 
The interview is the main focus of the students’ projects. As part of the foregrounding of 
internationalization, the topic of the interview continued the shift it had been making 
through previous iterations from the interviewees’ life stories to their intercultural 
experiences. But intercultural competencies from our list also have to be demonstrated 
in the performance of the interview itself. Again, intercultural skills are threaded across 
the criteria, particularly noticeable in linguistic reuse and generic appropriateness. 
Consistent with generic convention and therefore with the examples studied, interviews 
should combine pre-prepared questions and questions prompted in situ by the 
interviewees’ responses. Some of these questions may be demands for clarification 
and repetition: the need for such communicative strategies is heightened in an 
unfamiliar linguistic environment. Unfortunately, too many textbooks ignore the reality 
of linguistic imperfection, presenting protagonists who never seem to need such basic 
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communicative strategies in intercultural communication. The French 3 marking grid, in 
contrast, includes negotiating incomprehension in the description of maximum 
performance in the area of generic appropriateness. 
 
From much experience of student interviews – in addition to our own intercultural 
encounters and a glance through tourist websites - we were aware of another kind of 
exchange which might be useful. Having realized that your own culture is up for 
interpretation by outsiders sometimes you would like to challenge their evaluations, our 
particular bugbear being “L’Australie, c’est un pays jeune” (Australia is a young 
country.) We knew too that contesting this kind of statement, particularly in the 
disempowered role of the language learner is not easy and that linguistic strategies 
needed to be taught. We practised structures for polite hypotheses with sentences like 
“Mais si on prenait en considération la culture aborigène ?”(But if you took aboriginal 
culture into consideration ?) or “Mais ne pourrait-on pas aussi dire que c’est un vieux 
pays?” (But couldn’t you equally well say that it’s an old country?”) Preparing our 
students to perform such moves, we developed a contestable statements worksheet, a 
bouquet of statements from French students abroad (including comments on QUT), 
and allowed learners to rehearse reactions to inevitable generalizations about beer-
drinking Australians, frosty Swedes and obsessively law-abiding Danes. This kind of 
intercultural move is reflected in the performance descriptors given for generic 
appropriateness – suggesting also that the form such contestation might take depends 
on the relationship between such factors as interlocutors, the situation, and level of 
formality. 
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Interview – extract from criteria sheet 
 
 
 2 1 - 0,5  
Adaptation 
 
2 point 
Your performance is logical and complies with the 
instructions for the task. Your questions work well both 
with respect to the interviewee’s situation and with the 
progress of the interview. 
Your performance is reasonably logical and complies with the 
instructions for the task. Some of your questions or answers 
indicate that you haven’t understood your interviewee. 
 
Your performance is not coherent and doesn’t comply with 
instructions for the task. 
 3 2                                  1 – 0,5 
Generic 
Appropriateness 
 
3 points 
Your performance works as an interview. 
Although a structure is evident and some 
questions are prepared in advance, you 
react to the responses of the interviewee in 
a natural manner, improvising or changing 
direction if necessary. You know how to 
clarify an answer or how to question 
generalizations. 
Some questions are preceded by your own 
observations. 
Your use of terms of address is coherent. 
Your interview is audible and the recording 
isn’t stop-start. 
  
On the whole your performance works 
as an interview. But from time to time 
you read your questions without really 
reacting to your interviewee’s 
answers.  
You have a tendency to be 
inconsistent in your use of terms of 
address. 
There are some moments where you 
have difficulty in leading the 
conversation.  
The recording is sometimes inaudible. 
You read a list of questions without 
reacting to the interviewee’s 
responses. Your performance 
resembles an interrogation. 
There is no obvious structure. 
You have no control over terms of 
address. 
The recording is stop-start. 
Your interview is inaudible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluation of the case study 
 
 
Student reaction 
 
 
In our evaluation of the unit, using the SEU (Student Evaluation of Unit) instrument 
centrally administered by QUT, five questions dealt with aspects of assessment. 
Results are presented in Table One: 
 
5. The assessment tasks are clearly related to what I am expected to learn : 
 Agree: 43.5 % Strongly agree: 56.5% (n = 23) 
 
6. I have been provided with guidelines or criteria which give me a clear 
explanation of how individual assessment tasks will be marked. 
 Agree: 7.5% Strongly agree: 91.3 % (n = 23) 
 
7. I understand the requirements of the overall assessment program (eg 
minimum unit requirements). 
 Neutral 8.7% Agree: 47.8% Strongly agree: 43.5% (n = 23) 
 
16. The unit’s assessment requirements are closely linked to the objectives 
and topics covered. 
Agree 60.9% Strongly agree: 39.1% (n = 23) 
 
17. The assessment methods are useful learning experiences. 
 Neutral: 4.3% Agree 60.9% Strongly agree: 34.8% (n = 23) 
  Table One: Results for SEU questions related to assessment 
 
Contrary to the expectations of some outside the unit, the detailed performance 
descriptors were not experienced as confusing by respondents (see question 6). How 
can we explain this? We hypothesize that this and the other positive results are due to 
the close links between assessment criteria and genre; and secondly, to the way in 
which the criteria were taught in class.  
 
In terms of the students’ own achievements, it is obviously difficult to compare non-
identical assessment items and regimes from different cohorts of students. However, 
based on their long experience of teaching the unit, staff are convinced that the overall 
standards were raised. Particularly with respect to reuse, the explicit listing of the 
features and structures to be displayed encouraged the more strategic students to take 
up the challenge, and the bar was raised. As we remarked in our commentary on the 
final grades in the unit, compared with 2004, while there was an increase in higher 
grades, this was accompanied by an increase in quality of the work. Furthermore 
teachers and students had arrived at a shared understanding of what constituted 
intercultural communication. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
In this paper, we have sought to demonstrate how two separate developments in 
university policy, internationalization and CRA, have combined productively in the 
reworking of a French language unit. Indeed we want to claim that the rigor imposed by 
criterion referenced assessment practices, including the creation of performance 
descriptors in assessment instruments, have served to optimise internationalization 
outcomes.  
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Participation in the internationalization project has compelled us to make significant 
changes to French 3. Far from being merely window dressing, these changes have had 
profound effects on the conceptualization and delivery of the unit. These include 
making explicit what had been implicit assumptions by producing descriptions of model 
and counter-exemplary performances. We have been obliged to identify, teach and 
assess a range of intercultural competencies which we believe will allow students to 
mediate between cultures. Student evaluation of the unit would also strongly indicate 
that the learning experience has been enhanced by the closer link between teacher 
expectations, students’ understanding of these (whatever their own cultural 
expectations of textual conventions) and the design of assessment instruments. 
 
In future iterations of the unit, we will endeavour to work these competencies more 
smoothly into our teaching and learning activities. This will involve reconsidering the 
sequence of learning activities and making more efficient use of the teaching resources 
developed so far. Future resources and artefact models will be more easily identified as 
we continue to build on our understanding of the nature of intercultural communication 
competencies. The unit will exploit examples of these competencies drawn from the 
kinds of intercultural spaces and places that our students will meet here or in France or 
in the international companies and organisations that they will work for or indeed 
develop.  
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